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DETAILED ACTION 

• This action is responsive to tine following communication: Amendment after non- 
final action filed on 1 1/18/2009. 

• Claims 17 and 19-22 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments, filed 11/18/2009, with respect to the rejection(s) of 
claim(s) have been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has 
been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is 
made and applicant's arguments have been rendered moot. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

Claims 17 and 21-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 as not falling within one of 
the four statutory categories of invention. Supreme Court precedent and recent Federal 
Circuit decisions indicate that a statutory "process" under 35 U.S.C. 101 must (1) be 
tied to another statutory category (such as a particular apparatus), or (2) transform 
underlying subject matter (such as an article or material) to a different state or thing. 

While the claims 17 and 21-22 recite a series of steps or acts to be performed, 
the claim is not positively tied to another statutory category that accomplishes the 
claimed method steps, and therefore does not qualify as a statutory process. For 
example the image rendering method comprising the steps of generating, producing list 
of edges and steps of rendering image, replacing edges according to previous steps is 
of sufficient breadth that it would be reasonably interpreted as a series of steps 
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completely performed mentally, verbally or without a machine. The Applicant has 
provided no explicit and deliberate definitions of above mentioned steps to limit the 
steps to be performed and executed by a machine and the claim language itself is 
sufficiently broad to read on a person mentally performing the steps as claimed to be 
executed or sketched on a sheet of paper. 

Examiner Notes 

Examiner cites particular columns and line numbers in the references as applied 
to the claims below for the convenience of the applicant. Although the specified citations 
are representative of the teachings in the art and are applied to the specific limitations 
within the individual claim, other passages and figures may apply as well. It is 
respectfully requested that, in preparing responses, the applicant fully consider the 
references in entirety as potentially teaching all or part of the claimed invention, as well 
as the context of the passage as taught by the prior art or disclosed by the examiner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 17 and 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable 
over Moore, US 2002/0015039 in view of Koyanagi, JP 2000-013601 . 
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Re claim 17, Moore discloses a method of rendering an image (see title), 
comprising a plurality of overlapping graphic objects (see figure 8, it has two 
overlapping objects blue and red, paragraphs 62-63), said method comprising the steps 
of: generating a list of input edges in accordance with a plurality of boundaries of the 
plurality of overlapping graphic objects, wherein some of the input edges are 
overlapping (see fig. 1 1 , paragraphs 62-64) (also see paragraphs 67-79). 

Moore fails to explicitly disclose producing a list of non-intersecting edges from 
the list of input edges on a per-scan-line basis; and rendering the image based on the 
produced list of non-intersecting edges, wherein the non-intersecting edges form a 
plurality of boundaries of a plurality of non-overlapping graphic objects that are visually 
equivalent to the plurality of overlapping graphic objects; at least one non-intersecting 
edge replaces a plurality of overlapping input edges, the non-intersecting edge being 
shared by more than one non-overlapping graphic object. 

However, Koyanagi teaches producing a list of non-intersecting edges from the 
list of input edges on a per-scan-line basis (see abstract, paragraphs 33-34, 43) (also 
see figs. 4, 9, 11-12, 16-17 with text); and rendering the image based on the produced 
list of non-intersecting edges, wherein the non-intersecting edges form a plurality of 
boundaries of a plurality of non-overlapping graphic objects that are visually equivalent 
to the plurality of overlapping graphic objects (see figs. 4, 9, 11-12, 16-17 with text); at 
least one non-intersecting edge replaces a plurality of overlapping input edges, the non- 
intersecting edge being shared by more than one non-overlapping graphic object (see 
figs. 4, 9, 11-12, 16-17 with text). 
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Therefore, it would have been advantageous to modify the method of rendering 
graphic objects as disclosed by Moore to include the overlapping graphic processing 
and edge generating techniques as taught by Koyanagi for the benefit of increasing 
printing speed and reducing memory consumption as taught by Koyanagi in paragraph 
101 . Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention to combine the system of Moore with the system of Koyanagi to reach the 
aforementioned advantage. 

Re Claim 19, Moore discloses an apparatus for rendering an image (rendering 
apparatus, fig. 3, paragraph 23) comprising a plurality of overlapping graphic objects 
(see figure 8, it has two overlapping objects blue and red, paragraphs 62-63), said 
apparatus comprising: generating means (display list generation 12, fig. 2, "the display 
list generation 12 is preferably implemented as a software module executing on the host 
processor 2", paragraph 66) for generating a list of input edges in accordance with a 
plurality of boundaries of the plurality of overlapping graphic objects, wherein some of 
the input edges are overlapping (see fig. 11, paragraphs 62-64) (also see paragraphs 
67-79). 

Koyanagi teaches producing means for producing a list of non-intersecting edges 
from the list of input edges on a per-scan-line basis (see abstract, paragraphs 33-34, 
43) (also see figs. 4, 9, 11-12, 16-17 with text); and rendering means for rendering the 
image based on the produced list of non-intersecting edges, wherein the non- 
intersecting edges form a plurality of boundaries of a plurality of non-overlapping 
graphic objects that are visually equivalent to the plurality of overlapping graphic objects 
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(see figs. 4, 9, 11-12, 16-17 witli text); at least one non-intersecting edge replaces a 
plurality of overlapping input edges, the non-intersecting edge being shared by more 
than one non-overlapping graphic object (see figs. 4, 9, 11-12, 16-17 with text). 

Re Claim 20, claim 20 recites identical features, as claim 17, except claim 20 
merely deals with executing the method of claim 17 on a computer. Thus, arguments 
made for claim 17 are applicable for claim 20. 

3. Claims 21-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over 
Moore, US 2002/0015039 in view of Koyanagi, JP 2000-013601 further in view of 
Hiroshi Okubo, JP 11-073516. 

Re claim 21, Moore further teaches maintaining a list of active edges comprising 
a plurality of input edges that intersect a current scan-line (see figs. 10-11, paragraphs 
1 1 8-1 1 9, 1 25-1 28) (also see figs. 1 2-1 3 with text). 

Okubo teaches deriving from active edges (original graphic edge) a list of 
corresponding output edges (new graphic edge) to include the non-intersecting edges 
(see figs. 2-3, paragraphs 49-56). 

Therefore, it would have been advantageous to modify the method of rendering 
graphic objects as disclosed by Moore to include the overlapping graphic processing 
and edge generating techniques as taught by Koyanagi and overlapping graphic 
processing techniques as taught by Okubo for the benefit of increasing printing speed 
and reducing memory consumption as taught by Koyanagi in paragraph 101 and for 
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increasing processing speed and reducing memory consumption as tauglit by Okubo in 
abstract. Tlierefore, it would liave been obvious to one of ordinary sl<ill in tine art at tine 
time the invention to combine the system of Moore with the system of Koyanagi and 
OI<ubo to reach the aforementioned advantage. 

Re claim 22, Moore further teaches creating a new output edge when an active 
edge does not have a corresponding output edge; and terminating the output edge 
when the output edge does not have a corresponding active edge (see paragraphs 62, 
1 1 8-1 1 9, 1 25-1 28) (also see figs. 1 2-1 3 with text). 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to PAWANDEEP S. DHINGRA whose telephone number is 
(571 )270-1 231 . The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 9:30-7:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David K. Moore can be reached on (571) 272-7437. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding Is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
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USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/P. D./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2625 



/David K Moore/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2625 



